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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Agricultural Waters Task Force (AWTF) was formed by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) to make recommendations on how to best implement water
quality standards in agricultural water.s. The recommendations will be used by the
SWRCB during the development of the Inland Surface Waters Plan (ISWP). Agricultural
waters include natural water bodies dominated by agricultural drainage or management,
natural water bodies which have been modified for the purpose of agricultural water
management" and water bodies constructed for conveyance of agricultural water supply
and/or drainage.

Throughout the course of its meetings, the AWTF a$eed that agricultural water bodies are
unique and may not supportfull beneficial ues traditionally associated with perennial,
natural streams. The recommendations in this report attempt to address the limitations in
the current regulatory framework for water quality control in agricultural waters. The
hydrology of agricultural regions of the arid West is composed of managed flows and man-
made channels which creat€ limitations to fully supporting beneficial uses associated wittl
perennial streams in natural hydrologic regimes.

Task force members initially identified a draft series of issues pertinent to agricultural
waters (Appendix B). Due to time constraints, all the issues could not be addressed.
However, most were discussed to a limited degree within one of the final issue categorie.s
presented in this document policy; definitions; exemptions; categorization of waterbodies;
beneficial uses; objectives ; and implementation.

The AWTF did reach consensus on a number of recommendations, which are summarized
below. In addition, various options (nonconsensus), the reasoning behind most of the
recommendations, as well as the reasoning and concerns with each option are included in
the body of the report to provide background to the State Water Board when reviewing this
document.

DEFINITIONS

The AWTF believes it is ilportant to define the terminology used when discussing
agricultural waters in the Inland Surface Waters Plan. The terms defined in the body of the
report are intended to be used as working definitions, not as recommendations.

EXEMPTIONS FROM WATER QUALITY OBJECTMS

The AWTF recognized the need to clearly indicate what water bodies and activities do nor
fal un{el regulation of the federal Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Water Qualiry
Control Act and therefore do not require- the implementation of water quality objeCtives.
The AWTF achieved consensus on the following three recommendations, and fresented
additional options on which consensus was not reached.

Recommendation #1: Exemption for water in Agricultural Fields and
On-Farm Ancillary Structures

Obiectives- set-forth in the ISWP-do no-t apply to water in agricultural fields, including but
not limited to furrows, beds, and checks, nor to on-farm ancillary structures which 

-



scncrally ilcludc ditches, sump.s, antl ponds contained on litnds a.ssociatcd with agricultural

;;;;;li#. iii" O"t.t*inarion'o{ rhcsc ugriculturd.productittn ureus iurd what constittttcs

an ancillary strucrurc shall bc madc by thc Regiontl Boards.

Obiectivcs do not apply to agricultural evaporationponds or.lagoonsdesigned.to meet

,r['"ii"*r"6 of tre'fedetal ilean Watsr Ait or the Portcr-Cologne Water Quality Control

Act.

Recommendation #2: GUidance Document for Ancillary Structures

The SWRCB shoultl prepare a guiclance document c.oncemilg what may be considered an

*lifio.y rt*cture. Tiris documlnt would include a basic definition and criteria with

"ir*pti., 
so Regional Boards can more easily and consistently make exemption

determinations.

Recommendation #3: Exemption for Individual Closed Recirculating
Systems

Obiectivcs do not apply to closed recirculating systems (tail water recov€ry-or clo;ed.
irnlutioniystems) ifial service individual farms. It is, however, recogniz-ed that discharge-s

to iurface *at"rs from such systems are subject to the ISWP. The State Water Board needs

;; ;;;;d; goiO*"" on what constitutes an individual farm for purPoses of this exemftion-

CATEGORIZATION OF WATER BODIES

Due to the unique hydrologic characteristics of agricultural waters, the AWTF developed
Gr.r .".orn*ehdatibnt ani five flow chart options for categorizing agricultural water
bodies.

Recommendation #1: Water Body categortzadon Framework

The AWTF supports a water body categorization framework similarto the one proposed by
rhe SWRCB iriihe 1991 Inland Surface Waters Plan and recommends that, at a minimum,
the Plan present a logical decision tree which would identify natural, agriculturally
Jo*inutiA natural, rFronstructed nahrral, and constructed agricultural water bodies. This
Or"irion tree should be used as guidance by the Regional Boards, with the final category
designations adopted through a public hearing process.

Recommendation #2: Flow Charts to Aid Categorization

The five flow chart options presented in the report should be evaluated and used to the
maximum extent pratiticable as State Board staff prepares a water body categorization
decision tree.

Recommendation #3: Reliance on Water Management Agencies for
, Categorization

Regional Boards would rely,ol the water management agencies to initially categorize the
waier bodies within theiriririsdiction. Any water bodies not characterized would default to
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the natural water body catcgory for thc purpose of assigning appropriate Beneficial Uses
and numeric objectives. Ifrhere is disagreement with the categorization of a water body, it
will be resolved through a Regional Board public hearing process. Regional Boards would
then adopt the final categorization and submit it to the State Board tbr final arloption.

BENEFICIAL USE DESIGNATIONS

The AWTF agreed that water bodies domina
which may not have all of the hydrologic, ecr
necessary for the full anainment of the benefi
streams. The State at this time does not rcco
beneficial uses. Therefote, the AWTFrevier
recommendations that address beneficial use
bodies.

Recommendation #1: Recognition that Agricultural waters are unique

The Smre should recognize t!1ry4er-bodies dominated !y ryncutnrral drainage are unique
waters which may not have all of the hydrologic and ecological characteristics-and water
quality ngcessary for the full attainment of the beneficial uses normally associated with
perennial sueajms.

Recommendation #2: Ancillary Shuctures and Individud Closed
Recirculating Systems do not Require Beneficial Use
Designations

Exempted q"ill"ty agriculnrral smJry{es and individual closed recirculating systems do
not require the designation of beneficial uses.

Recommendation #3: Need for New or Limited Beneficial Uses

The State Board should evaluate whether new or limited benefrcial use categories would be
more appropriate for agricultural dominated natural water bodies and constircted water
bodies than the use categories currently recognized.

Recommendation #4: Protection of "Existing" Uses

Beneficial uses should be designated ryhig!, at.a m_inimum, prolect existing uses.
Defrnition of existing uses should be clarified (see Policy Iss:ue #3 in "Othir policy lssues"
section).

WATER QUALTTY OBJECTMS

In the AWTF's limited time, it was.not possible to develop and assign actual limits and
levels of constituents to protect designated beneficial uses. The task-force believed its
responsibility was to provide guidance and input to the State Water Board in settine the
appropriate limits and levels for water qualityobjectives for agricultural waters.
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Thc Rcgiorral Boards are at varying lcvels in thc proccs-s of designll.ing or.a.ssigning
beneljcial uses to water bodics in thcir regions. Civen thesc diflbrenccs, obiective.s may
necd t6 bc assigr-red in stmc water botlies to protect downstream resources cvcn if
beneficial uses are not yet designated.

The AWTF reviewed both narrative and numeric obiectives. Consensus was achieved on
one recommendation and several nonconsensus options were developed, as well.

Recommendation #1: Narrative Toxicity Objective for All Non'Exempted
Inland Surface Waters

Upon adoprion of the ISWP, a narrative toxicity objective tlout4 apply.to all non-e-xempted
iniand sur?ace waters. This narrative objective will be considered a permanent baseline.

Potential language: "All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentratiois tfrat produce detrimental physiological responses in human, plant, animal or
aquatic life" (from Region 5 Basin Plan). For agricultr,rral.dominated and constructed water
bodies, rhe State Board should re*ognizn that aquatic habitat is likely _to exist and be the
most limiting use. The narrative obj-ective should be implemented as follows:

Water Body Qbjective
@ natural water bodies No acute or chronic toxicity

Constructed agriculnual water bodies No acute toxicity

Flexibility is needed for objectives that would apply on a seasonal basis and'during
extremely high and low flow Years.

IMPLEMENTATION

Recommendation #1: Goals

The Task Force recommends that implementation follow a logical sequence that allows for
consistency while being flexible; prioritizes water quality problems while-allowing realistic
timelines; 

-and 
allocates appropria-te funding while avoiding duplication of effort

ershed philosophy where appropriate with the
I boundaries. The Regional Boards should
;ions with the help of local stakeholders, to
)termine if the watershed approach is the most
rl use impairment The steps in the

implementation process should include: designation of area boundaries; initial assessment;
pribritization of water quality concerns; development of a management plan; evaluation of-the 

program; and as needed, refinement of the management plan, assessment/reassessment
of b-ene-ficial uses and objectives, and further regulatory actions. 'Beneficial use
impairments will be regulated through provisions of the State Nonpoint Source
Management Plan (the three tiered process).
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Recommendafion #2: Hierarchy For Regulation

The following hierarchy should be followed when implementing the ISWP in agriculturally
dominated systems:

1) Protection of downstream beneficial uses in natural water bodies.
2) Protection of beneficial uses to the extent to which they occur in

agriculturally dominated naturd streams.
3) Protection of beneficial rses to the extent to which they occur in

constructed facilities.

The State should re*nguzn that agriculErd wat€r management may provide net ecological
benefits with incidenal beneficial uses which would notohenvise be available. Itis a goal
of the ISWP to provide protection of incidental uses through rcasonable m4nagement
activities. Therefore, the hierarchy should be wed to prioritize implementation activities,
recognizing that not all beneficial uses and objectives will be auained in the short-run.

Recommendation #3: Process

The Task Force recommends that the overall implementation of the IS/P occur in two
phasas The initial phase would consist of the planning process during which time water
bodioeane categorjzrl; zub basins are developed within Regional Board boundaries to
facilitole assessment; assessments are conducted; and areas as well as water bodies of
concem are prioritized. The second phase would consist of actions taken based on the
findings of the initid planning and assessment phase. The table below summarizes the
two-phase process.

Table l. Overall Inland Surface Water Plan Implementation in Agriculturally
Dominated Water Bodies.

I. Planning
A. Categorization of water bodies
B. Development of sub basins for assessment
C. Assessment
D. Prioritization of areas and water bodies of concern

II. Response to Findings from the Planning Phase
A. Arca and/or water body ael impaired or threatened

1. Watershed management group formation encouraged
B. Area and/or water body prioritized

1. Activation of relevant interagency agreements
2. Where action by Regional Board and State Board necessary

a. Actions as defined through ttre MSMP
b. Actions as defined through a watershed management

program
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Recommendation #4: Guidance On A Draft lmplementation Plan

Thc SWRCB should consider using the drali Implcmcntation Plan lound in Appentlix D lor
guidance as it develops thc ISWP. AII the rcasoning supporting thc dralt lmplemenution
Plan is included in the appendix.

OTHER POLICY ISSUES

The AWTF discussed a number of issues that did not fit neatly into the sections of this
1 report but were considered too important to simply drop. While some of these issues are

being more fully addressed by other task forces, these points are meant to focus the
agricultural waters perspective' on those issues.

Recommendation #1: Incorporation of Basin Plans' Existing Site Specific
Objectives into the ISWP

Site specific objectives currently adopted into Basin Plans should be incorporated into the
ISWP as site specific objectives for those water bodies.

Recommendation #22 Water Conservation Clause

The State Water Board needs to identify if and how water conservation will be achieved in
areas where water conservation measurcs result in decreased water quality, reduced
groundwater recharge, and potential loss of wildlife habitat.

Recommendation #3: Clarilication of Term "Existing"

The Task Force recommends the State Water Board move !o clearly define the term
"existing" as it is used in the context of both aquatic life and beneficial rses.

Recommendation #4: Net Environrnental Benefit

"Net Environmental Benefit''is a concept that deserves additional consideration and should
be reviewed and defined by the State Water Board in terms of meeting water quality
objectives.

Recommendation #5: Further Investigation of Protocols for Toxicity
Monitoring

Methodologies and species used for detemining acutc and chronic toxicity must be
scientifrcally defensible and approvable by the regulatory agencies. Further investigation of
protocols may be warranted for agricultural water systems.

Recommendation #6: Economic Considerations

Economic considerations must be factored into the development of the ISWP as required by
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The State Water Board should develop clear
guidelines for how economics.will be evaluated in agricultrrral waters. The guidelines
should be designed to meet the requirements of both State and federal laws.
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INTRODUCTION

The Agricultural Waters Task Force (AWTF) was fbrmed by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) to make recommendations on how to best implement water
quality standards in agricultural waters. Agricultural discharges are recognized as a
significant source of impairment in inland surface waters. The recommendations wil be
used by the SWRCB during ttre development of the lnland Surface Waters Plan (ISWP).
Agricultural waters include natural water bodies dominated by agricultural drainage or
management, natural water bodies which have been modif,red for the purpose of agricultural
water management, and water bodies constnrcted for conveyance of agricultural water
supply andor drainage.

Federal water quality regulations do not make provisions for the uniqueness of the
hydrology of agricultural regions of the arid West. These areas are characterized by large
scale water projects for flood control and water distribution. In some cases, these projects
cause the disruption of the natural hydrology which may eliminate, reduce, or perhaps
augment flow in natural sreams. In addition, these projeca have created a nenvork of
constructed channels for the conveyance of agricultural water supply and drainage. The
managed hydrology may not fully support beneficial uses normally associated with
perennial streams due to low and intermine,nt flow, lack of appropriate habitat, and water
quality limitations. The recommendations in this report attempt to address some of the
limitations in the cunent regulatory framework.

The AWTF used an interest-based approach in developing its recommendations. The
AWTF was comprised of a broad range of interests, with rcpresentatives from the
following groups:

Agriculture
Environmental concems
Fish and wildlife
Industry
Public heatttt
Publicly owned trcatment works
Regional Water Quality Control Boards
State Water Resources Control Board
Storm water
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
wa0er supply

Representatives of the California Depafinent of Food and Agriculnrre and the California
Department of Pesticide Regulation were also included on the Task Force due to their direct
knowledge and involvement with issues pertaining to agricultural waters. AWTF members
and the interest group they represent are listed in Appendix A.

Task force members initially identified a draft series of issues pertinent to agricultural
waters which are summarized in Appendix B. Due to time constraints, all the issues could
not be addressed. However, most were discussed to a limited degree within one of the
final issue categories presented in this documenc policy; definitions; exemptions;
categorization of water bodies; beneficial uses; objectives; and implementation.
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Throughout thc coursc ol'its meeting.s, thc AWTF agrcctl that agricultural watcr bodics arc
unique and that thcy may not support full bcnef'icial uses trixlitionally ls.sociated with
pcrennial, natural strcirms.

Thc goal of the AWTF, as identi{ied by its members, was to:

Develop recommendations fbr the SWRCB reganling how to provide reasonable
protection for beneficial uses of agricultural waters. Throughout the process of
developing recommendalions, the Task Force will consider economics, consistency
vs. flexibility, and the intcrface with issues being addressed by-the other task
Iorces.

Bringing such diverse interest groups to consensus on the specific details necessary to meet
the goal was difficult Therefore, in addition to consensus recommendations with
accompanylng reasoning, various options (non-consensus) for reaching the ultimate goal
have been presented for each major issue identified. The reasoning for the options as well
as any concems (non-consensus) with those options have been included to provide
background to the SWRCB when reviewing this document
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DEFINITIONS

The terms defined bel<lw are used throughout ttris document. They are intended to be used
as working definitions only. The Task Force did not have adequate time to discuss the full
ramifications of the exact wording for each defined term, so these definitions are not to be
considered recommendations.

Agricultural (ag) dominated water bo{y: Greater th1n 50 percent of the flow comes
from agricultural discharges during a significant portion of the irrigation season.

Agricultural drain: Constructed channel or r@onstructed natural waterway that either
cohveys agriculnual drainage or agricultural supply water and agriculurral drainage.

Agriculturat supply channel: Constructed channel or reconstructed natural waterway
that only conveys agricultural supply water.

Ancillary structures: Structures that generally include ditches, sumps and ponds
contained on land associated with agriculural operations, with final determinations to be
made by the Regional Boanls.

Beneficial uses: As defined in the Porter{ologne Water Qudity Control Act, "(they)
may be protected against quality degradation (and) include, but are not necessarily limited
to, domestic, municipal, agricultural and industrial supply; power generation; recreuion;
aesthetic enjoyment; and preservation of fish, wildlife, and ottrer aquatic resources or
preserves."

Closed recirculating systems: Consrucrcd conveyance, storage and other facilities
used to contain agricultural water to a specifically defined area under coordinated
management for the purposes of promo.ing efficient water use, energy savings, and/or
agricultural chemical management. Closed recycling systems, closed irrigation systems,
and tail water recovery systems are all included.

Dominated: Greater than 50 percent of the flow in a waterway.

Incidental use: A use that occurs as a direct result of the presence and management of
agricultural water, and has no direct relationship to the intended use of the water (irrigation,
crop and soil management).

Interim objective: an objective that is fully effective with respect to all current
regulatory programs; however, it is not to be considered a permanent or final objective that
would be subject to antidegradation or other downgrading restrictions.

Irrigation season: The period of time when agricultural water is applied to or removed
from agriculnrral land for the purpose of producing a crop.

Limited beneficial use: A Beneficial Use that recognizes the adaptation of aquatic and
other organisms to the habitat resulting from local hydrology.
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Maintenance and operation activities: Routinc activitics necessary lirr thc upkccp ol'
l'acilities in order to provide lor thcir cl'flcient, cconomical, cxtcnded u.scl'ulness, urd salb
convcyancc ol watcr.

Natural waterway: Dcnoted as a strcam, creek, or slough by the USGS on ius map.s; hy
thc local water management agency; or by the Regional Board subiect to a public hearing
process, with final approval by the SWRCB.

Reconstructed natural water body: Extensively realigned and modified so that it no
longer has the appearance and alignment of a natural waterway.

t Significant portion: Refers to the amount of time a waterway is dominated by
agricultural discharggs, and is based on normal year flows and historical cropping pattems.

Totally dependent: Greater than 95 percent of the flow in a walerway

Watershed management approach: A geographic-based planning and implementation
process bersed on local stakeholder participarion to provide_water resource_protection,
enhancement and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts.
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EXEMPTIONS FROM WATER QUALITY OBJECTTVES

llg AWTF recognizzed rhe need to clearly in
fall under regulation of ttre federal Clean Wa
Control Act and therefore do not require the
.The AWTF achieved consensus on ihe follo,
additional options on which consensus w:ls I

RECOMMENDATION #I: EXEMPTION FoR AGRICULTURAL FIELDS
AND ON.FARM ANCILLARY STR'CT-UNBS

Objectives set forth in the ISWp do I
ftelds, including but not limited to fr
farm ancillary structures which gener
ponds contained on lands associatcd ,
determination of these agricultural pr
ancillary structure shalt be made b! r

objectives do not appJy to agricur_turar evaporation ponds or ragoons
{esjened tg mect reqrfriementl of the federai cffi-W;i"ia"t o'i"til"-portu"-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

RECOMMENDATION #2: GUIDA_IICE DOCUMENT FoR ANCTLLARY
STRUCTURES

The swRCB shoul4 prepare a guidance document conce_rning what may beconsidered an ancillary -tructuri. This aocumini would i""i"a"- 
" 

u""i"delinition and criteria with exampr,es, so .R"gd;i Boards d;;;iasiryand consistently make exemptiorf aeierminaFons. 
-

RECOMMENDATTON #3: ExEMprIoN FoR rrvDrvIDUAL cLosED
RECIRCULATING SYSTEMS 

-_ ----

Objectives do not apply to closed reci,
or closed irrigation systems) that serv
recognized that discharges to surface r
to the ISWP. The State-Water Board r
constitutes an individual farm for pur

Concern

The Task Force members were unable to agree on what comprises an individual farm.
Ootion I

Nothing in the ISWP shall prevent reasonable routine maintenance of constructed andreconstructed canals an^d arai|9 provided these activitier oo noi.uuse violations of the planin other warers of the state. Maintenance rlcludes dil;"d, rii',!, a"r&;rt, *j rn"physical, biological, or chemical conttot of weeos, ;g;;, ;;Ab and orher pests.
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Reason ing

Thc fedcral Clean Water Act spccilically exempts maintcnancc activities in agricultural
tlrains liom NPDES permitting under sec. 1344 (l) (1) (C), which states:

"The discharge ol'dredged or lill material (C) lbr the purpose of construction
or maintenance of farm or stock ponds or irrigation ditches, or the
maintenance of drainage ditches, is not prohibited by or otherwise subject to
regulation under this section or section l3l I (a) or 1342 of this title."

Organisms and habitat only exist bocause the tacilities exist and are incidental to the primary
purpose, which is to convey agricultural water.

Option 2

Maintenance activities that have been determined to be satisfactory for the locality are
exempt from the objectives in the ISWP. Satisfactory agricultural practices must be
approved by the Regional Boards.

Reasoning

Some members of the AWTF would like to ensure that Best Management Practices are
implemented to assure protection of existing organisms and habitat associated with these
facilities. Others contend that it is these very organisms and habitat ttrat obstmct the flow
of water which necessitales the required maintenance activities. These organisms and
habitat only exist because the facilities exist, and are incidental to the primary purpose
which is to convey agricultural water. Exemptions for maintenance are specifically detailed
in the Clean Water Act under se*. 1344 (fXl) (C), as referenced above in Option l.

Option 3

Obiectives in the ISWP do not apply to constructed closed recirculating Systems (tail water
recovery or closed irrigation systems) that service multiple farms operating under
coordinated management. It is, however, recognized that discharges to surface waters from
such systems are subject to the ISWP.

Reasoning

In response to Clean Water Act requirements, some water districts have constructed "closed
irrigation systems" which allow for more effective water management, reduced water use
and reduced pesticide loading into streams and rivers. During critical periods of the
irrigation cycle, closed systems temporarily block return flows from entering streams and
rivers until pesticide residues have reached predetermined levels. These systems allow
water to be recirculated through the district, thus reducing the amount of water initially
diverted fiom the stream or river.

Concerns

There were some concems expressed regarding such a broad exemption. Is a size limit
needed? What types of water bodies would be included in the exemption? And what is the
nature of those water bodies?
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Option 4

Ob.jective.s in the ISWP do not apply to constructed closed recirculating systems (tail water
recovery or closed irrigation systems) that service multiple farms operating under
coordinated management. It is, however, recognized that discharges to surface waters tiom
such systems are subiect to the ISWP. These systems would be regulated as a waste
treatrnent system under waste discharge requirements.

Reasoning

;ial considerations, exempting all such
rriate. As described in Option 3 above, some
a wide variety of water body types with
ated as a waste freaunent systern, a Waste
QA review would be necessary, thereby
led or mitigated. The WDR may require a
uted managemenl
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CATEGORIZATION OF WATER BODIES

Due to their uniquc hydrologic characteristics, the AWTF developed various rationales fbr
categorizing agricultural water bodics. Recommendations and five options in the lbrm <lf
tlowchars follow.

RECOMMENDATION #1: WATER BODY CATEGORIZATION
FRAMEWORK

The AWTF supports a water body categorization framework similar to the
one proposed by the SWRCB in the 1991 lnland Surface Waters Plan and
recommends that, at a minimum, the Plan present a logical rlfcision tree
which would identify natural, agriculturally dominated natural,
reconstructed natural, and constructed agricultural water bodies. This
decision tree should be used as guidance by the Regional Boards, with the
final category designations adopted through a public hearing process.

RECOMMENDATION #2: FLOW CHARTS TO AID CATEGORIZATION

The five flow chart options presented should be evaluated and used to the
maximum extent practicable as State Board staff prepares a water body
categorization decision tree.

RECOMMENDATION #3: RELIANCE ON WATER MANAGEMENT
AGENCIES FOR CATEGORIZATION

Regional Boards would rely on the water management agencies to initially
categorize the water bodies within their jurisdiction. Any water bodies not
characterized would default to the natural water body category for the
purpose of assigning appropriate Benelicial Uses and numeric objectives.
If there is disagreement with the categorization of a water body, it will be
resolved through a Regional Board public hearing process. Regional
Boards would then adopt the final categortzation and submit it to the State
Board for final adoption.

Reasoning

The purpose of categorizing agricultural water bodies is to identify those water bodies
which may not have the full beneficial uses typically associated with perennial natural
streams. Categorization may help determine if new appropriate Beneficial Use
designations--including limited or new Beneficial Uses--must be developed. Then,
appropriate water quality objectives may be applied. The categorization process may also
be used as a method of prioritizing water quality conc€rns and associated activities to
mitigate impaca.

The AWTF generally supports the approach used by the SWRCB to categorize water
bodies in the original 1991 Inland Surface Waters Plan. This approach separat€ly
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categorized both natural channels dominated by ag drainage and con.structed ag drains. The
Task Forcc recognizes that the US EPA did not approve the categorical defbrrals and
exemptions provisions of that plan. In its message to the SWRCB, the US EPA
disapproved the use of performance goals rather than final numeric objectives for broadly
defined water body categories which in its view could have exempted waters of the U.S.
from objectives for toxics.

The US EPA did support development of generic numeric objectives for different
categories of drains, seasonal objectives, and the use of Site Specific Objectives (SSOs),
Use Attainability Analyses (UAAs), Total Maximum Daily Loads CnvlDIr), etc. It seems
clear from the US EPA comments that some Constructed Agricultural Drains are considered
waters of the U.S., while others are not. The questioll5 lslnain as to how and where to
draw the distinction. The AWTF discussed this issue at length, but could not achieve full
consensus.

It is the intent of the AWTF that the process to categorize agricultural water bodies be done
in the context of a stakeholder-based planning process. It requires strong panicipation and
cooperation on the part of the water management agencies within the area under evaluation.

It must be strongly emphasized that these processes (flow charts) be used as guidance and
cannot substinltc for the needed field work necessary to accurately categoize water bodies.
The categorizationprocess cannot rely solely on USGS maps-which may be outdated by
40 years or morc--and on water management agency identification mahods. Field
verification by the Regional Boards must be part of the process.

Flow Chart Options

The Task Force did not have time to adequately discuss the following five flowcharts for
the purpose of achieving consensus. Each flowchart is presented as an option, with each
option further dstailing the categorization process. A brief rationale is presented for each of
the flowchan options.

Option I

The first option has the least amount of detail. It separates water bodies into four categories:
natural; agriculturally dominated natural; reconstnrcted natural; and constructed agricultural
water bodies. Reconstructed natural water bodies were included to recognize that a nrrmber
of natural waterways in Califomia have been moffied to the extent they no longer have the
appearance and alignment consistent with a natural water body. In many cases, the
reconstruction occurred prior to 1975 in response to flood control and inigation needs, and
resulted in water bodies which may no longer have the hydrologic characteristics
traditionally associated with natural perennial strearns.

Note that beginning with Option 2, separate categories for water bodies carrying
agricultural drainage vs. supply water have been identified. The distinction was made to
assist in future determinations of appropriate beneficial uses and objectives based on
probable water quality. This level of detail could be provided by water management
agencies during their initial categorization pro@ss, thus saving time and an additional rcport
at a later date.
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Ontion 2

This option separates water bodies into six categories, including Natural, Agricultural
Drainage Dominated Natural (Bl), Agricultural S,upnly Dominated Natural (82)'
Consrlc@cl Agricultr,rral Drain (Cl), Constructed Agricultural Supply (C2), and
Rcconstructed Natural (C3).

Option 3

Same as Option 2, but also includes Category 83, Totally D9ne1{9nt Agricultural Water
Bo<ty. The idea here is to obtain limited or incidental Beneficial Use designations,_
exemption as an ancillary structure, or exemption from classification as a "water of the
u.s."
Option 4

Same as Option 3, but includes a new Category C4, Closed Recycling fystem, shown at
rhe beginnihg of the flowchart. The purpose iq tg exempt co-nstruc{ed cl-osg{ systems from
havinf Beneficial Uses assigned, or allowing limitedgr incidental Beneficial Uses to be
designated. The idea here is to obtain limited or incidental Beneficial Usedesignations,
exeription as an ancillary strucnre, or exemption from classification as a "water of the
U.S.? '

Reasoning

The purpose in creating a new category_for constructed closed recycling systems li to
recolnize their Limited, incidental beneficial use, and to recognize the benefits to clean waler
and efficient water management associated with these systems.

Option 5

The constructed closed recycling system (C4) identified in Option 4 is exempted from water
quality objectives.

Reasoning

The purpose in creating a new category for closed recycling_systems is to recognize their
limited,incidental beneficial use, and to recognize the benefits to clean water and efficient
water management associated with these systems.

Concern

There is concem that some of the larger constructed recycling systems may contain within
ttreir boundaries natural water bodies and agriculturally dominated natural water bodies
which need to be categorized. If recycling systems are excluded from the decision tree,
these systems should be addressed separately in a process which includes a mechanism for
identifying water bodies and the highest reasonable level of water quality that ceur be
maintained within the system. This process may include the development of a watershed
managefirent plan which serves as an agreement between the Regional Board and the
recycling entity.
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Option 2.
Flowchart for Categorization of Water Bodies
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Option 3.
Flowchart for Categorization of Water Bodies
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Option 5.
Flowchart for Categorization of Water Bodies
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BENEFICIAL USE DESIGNATIONS

The AWTF agreetl that watcr hldie.s clominated by agricultural drainage ire unique waters

;ilrh *uy n,ii have all of the hy<Irologic ancl ecoiogical characteristics md water quality.

;;;;;;t'frr ttre ful aturinmeni o1 thJbeneficid uGs normally associated.with perennial

,t ru*i.'me State at this time does not recognize that these water bodies have distinct

6On"f r"iuf uses. Therefbre, the AWTF reviewed the characteristics and developed ̂
iecommendations ancl options that adrlres.s beneficial uses for these unique types of

tgricultural watcr bodies'

RECOMMENDATION #1: RECOGNITION THAT AGRICULTURAL
WATERS ARE UNIQUE

The State should recognize that water bodies dominatcd- by- agricultural
;;;"g" are unique w-aters which may not have all of the lrvdlologic and
ecofogiZaf characieristics and water quality necessary for the full attainment
of thE beneficial uses normally associated with perennial streams.

RECOMMENDATION #2: ANCILLARY STRUCTURES AND
INDTVIDUAL CLOSED RECIRCULATING
sYsrEMs Do Nor REQLTIRE BENEFICIAL
USE DESIGNATIONS.

Exempted ancillary agricultural s_tructures and constructed individual closed
recircllating systems, as specified in t!" .Elu-ptions section of the report,
do not require the designation of beneficial uses.

RECOMMENDATION #3: NEED FOR NEW OR LIMITED pENEFICIAL
USES

The State Board should evaluate whether new or limited beneficial uses
would be more appropriate for agricultural dominated natural water bodies
and constructed wbtei bodies than uses currently recognized.

RECOMMENDATION #4: PROTECTION OF *EXISTING" USES

Beneficial uses should be designated which, at a minimum, protect exis.ting
o"".. Defrnition of existing ules should be clarified (see Policy Issue #3
in the "Other Policy Issues" section).

Option I

Aquatic life uses of constructed agricultural water bodies can be viewed as incidental to the
infended purpose of the facilities.
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Reasoning

To prevent flooding or water logging of the land, agriculture has developed a network of
artilicial drains that carry surface runofT and deep seepage back to the main river system.
ln addition, irrigated agriculture in Califomia has also developed a series of channels to
supply over 30 million acre-feet of water to various crops. These water bodies, by their
presence in water-short areas, provide wildlife and aquatic habitat during long, dry summer
periods where no water would otherwise be available. Therefore, any wildlife or aquatic
life beneficial use should be considered incidental to the original intended purpose of the
channel when it was constructed. This concept wil aid in the development of beneficial
uses, water quality objectives and an implementation process, which are appropriate for
these syst€ms and which do not undermine the intended tue.

Concerns

The concern with the "incidental use" concept expressed by some members of the AWTF is
that it implies that a lower level of protection is appropriate for such uses because they are
not planned. Calling a use "incidental" implies that a use is of lower value according to a
hierarchy of beneficial tse values. This idea is contrary to the basic thrust of water quality
staodards constnrction-that existing uses must be protected regardless of the hrrman values
ascribed to them.

Furthermore, the "incidental usd'concept is unneoessary. Therc is a@uate flexibility to
designate uses for agricultural waters which reflect the unique physical, biological,
management characteristics, and resulting limi16{ aquatic life uses of these waters such as
constnrcted drains. Through this flexible p(rcess, appropriate objectives and
implementation procedures can be developed which facilitate appropriate management
activities while protecting designated uses.

BENEFICIAL USE CATEGORIES

The AWTF agreed on having different categories of agricultural dominated water bodies,
but was not able to agree on the appropriate method of assigning beneficial uses to them.
Five options are outlined on the following pages.
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Ootion 1

Itlcntil'y cltcgoric.s ol agricultural dominatcd watcr.s and dcsignalc, as parl..ol the ISWP,
limitc6 6r ne-w bcnel'ioial usc.s which gencrally conespond to iuch categories. Provide
atlequare llcxibility to thc Regional Boards to designatc site-.specific beneficial uses lbr
thos! water bodies fbr which the statcwide categorical beneficial uses do not appear to bo
appropriate. This option is meant to provide greater flexibility fbr limited use water bodies.

option l, Beneficial uses to be Protected in Ag Dominated water Bodies.

Beneficial
Use

Natural
Water Body

Ag Water Body Types
Ag Dominated
NaturalWB

Reconstructed
Nanral WB

Constructed
Watr Body

MUN x ,!

IND
--tull
--limited

X x X
X

REC.I
--full
--limited

X X X
x

Aquaric Life
Full

--coLD
..WARM

Limited
--coLD
.-WARM

x
X X

X X
X X

WILD x x X x
AGR
--tull
--limited

x x X
x

definitions ue listed xBenefrcial use Appendi

* "Full" and "limited" uses need to be defined based on the expected chuacteristics of each
of the water body types and the expected cunent uses in each water body tlpe. This
option does not attempt to define these terms.

* Scientifrc jusrification would have to be provided to support such a scheme for the

statewide plan, as well as for site speciitc modification of the scheme.

Natural water body: For the purpose of this Plan, natural water bodies are those which:
have not been significantly modified (except by dams or other diversions); have or could
have a natural riparian zone; generally follow in a natural course; and have or could have in-
stream characteristics suitable to allow aquatic life to thrive (e.g., appropriate substrate,
pools and riffles, etc.). These waters should be evaluated for all of the beneficial uses
normally associated with perennial streams.

Agriculturd dominated natural water body: For the purpose of this Plan,
agricultural dominated natural water bodies are those which generally contain the
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charrcteristic.s outlined abovc, but grcrter than 50 percent of whose flow is compriscd of
agricultural drainage during a significant podon tlf the inigation season.

The.se water bodies should be protected for: industrial and agricultural uses; full-body
recreation and fishing; full waim wat,er fisheries, inclqding spawning frg qtig-tdlon; cold
water fisheries where cold water species are historically present; and full wildlife. These
water bodies should drain water to downstream'water bodies which is of sufficient quality
to protect downstream municipal water supplies and full cold water fisheries, where
appropriate.

Reconstructed agricultural dominated water body, This category should only-
apply to once natuial water bodies which have been modified for use_as.a drain or supply
ciial and ile now operated as an agricultural drain or supply canal. Il shoul{ not apply-to
strcams which werc once modified but are no longer exclusively used as drains or supply
canals (i.e., strearns which are in the prooess, or with restoration could be in the proce.ss,
of reverting back to a natural condition).

Reconstructed agricultural dominated water bodies shguld be protected for: industrial and
agricultural use,lmited aquatic life (warm and-cold, if appropriate), full public !eal1h, and
fuU witdffe uses. These water bodies should drain water to downstream water bodies
which is of sufficient quality to prot€ct downstream municipal waler supplias and cold
water fisheries, where appropriate.

Constructed agricutturd water body: Forthe purposes of this Plan, constructed
agricultural water bodies are purely man-made facilities, lined or unlinsd, which have been
sfecifrcally built for the purpose of conveying agricultural drainage or supply water.

Constructed drains should be protected for: limited irrigation (recirculation/reuse), limited
aquatic life (warm water fisheries only),limit€d public health (incidental swimming and
fishing;, and full wildlife beneficial uses. These water bodies should not be protect€d for
municipal or industrial use, full recreation or full public health, or full aquaric life uses
unless site- specffi c conditions su g gest otherwise.

Concern

This option requires the protection of a large number of beneficial uses immediately upon
adoptibn of the ISWP. Many of these use_s ar€ unlike-lV to be found in a majority of water
bodies. For example, due to the nature of inigation during the summer months, the water
temperature in agricultural dominated water bodies is such that few, if any, would be able
to sustain a cold freshwater habitar Industrial use would also be severely limited in almost
all cases due to high dissolved solids concentrations. To go back to these water bodies at a
later date to remove the inappropriate uses would require a Use Attainabitty Analysis
(UAA), which is a resource intensive process.

Rather than initially protecting these categories of water bodies for a large suite of beneficial
uses, it would be more appropriate to start by focusing on the use which would be the most
limiting--likely, aquatic life. Upon adoption, the Plan could require the protection of
various levels of aquatic life (e.g. WARM, limited WARM, restricted WARM, etc.) until
the water body can be surveyed and assessed for the full suite of appropriate beneficial
uses, thereby sharply reducing the need for UAAs.
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Option 2

Dcfine agricultural dominated wlrtcr bodies &s one catcgory, establish a narrative
rcquirem-ent prohibiting thc degradation ol'cunent uses, and e.stablish-a priority.schemc by
which the Regional Boards will conduct site-specific evaluations to adopt benellcial uses
lbr each individual agricultural drainage dominated water body in the region, or for
subcategories of waters, if more appropriate.

Concern

Agricultural dominated water bodies cover both natural water bodies and constructed
falilities. These water bodies may or may not have similar hydrologic or physical
characteristics. Only one beneficial use to cover all combinations seems too limiting as the
objectives associated with this use may be too restrictive in some cases and too lenient in
others. Based on the discussions on objectives, only a narrative toxicity objective
prohibiting acute toxicity would apply to this use which would not protect agriculnrral
dominatsJ natural water bodies from chronic toxicity.

Option 3

Define minimum beneficial uses to be considered by the Regional Board for agriculnual
clominated water bodies according to the following chart and associated definitions. (This
option is similar to option I in other respects.)

Option 3. Minimum Beneficial Uses to be Considered for Ag Dominated

Water Bodies.

Benef ic ia l
U s e

Natural
Water Bodv

Ae Water Bodv Tvnes

Ag Dominated
Natural WB

Reconstructed
Natural WB

Constructed
\ilatcr.Bodv

coLD*
WARM*
WARM I
WARM 2
WILD*
WILD I
AGR*

x
x

X

X

x

x

x

X

x
X

x

x
x

*Defined in Appendix B

Limited Freshwater Habitat (WARM 1) - provides a warm water habitat to sustain a
[mited diversity of indigenous aquatic resoruces due to ambient conditions associated with the
wauer resources. Limiting factors could include flow, temperature, turbidity, and water
quality.

Restricted Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM 2) - provides a warrn water habitat that
is not expected to provide a diversified aquatic system. Such a sys[em is only capable of
sustaining a small transitory population of very tolerant forage or fish and macro invertebrates
due to source flow, water quality, and habitat deficiencies.
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Limited Wildlife Habitat (WILD l) - provides a tcmporary or short-tcrm watcr supply

and/or vegetative habitat for sustaining wildlil'e.

Reasoning

The separate categories of water bodies each have characteristics which affect their existing

Uenefiiial uses. Due to the nature of irrigation during the summer months, the water

temperature of water bodies dominated by agricultural drain-age is such that none of them could

,urt^in a col6 freshwater habitat. Some water bodies used for agriculnrral supply may be able

to support colcl water habitat but it should not be required as a minimum use for all agricultural

dominated water bodies.

AII three categories of agricultural dominafed water bodies include waters that are subject to
inegUlar or intermittent flows and/or watet quality or maintenance operations that affect
deGlopment of wildlife habitat These waters are also subject O variable factors that limit the
diversity of the indigenous aquatic resources. Agricultural dominated natural water bodies,
whettrei or not they are under control of an individual or water management agency, are subject
to limited maintenance activities that disrupt wildlife habitaf In contrast, construct€d water
bodies are subject to extensive flow, water quality and habitat deficiencies. The.se facilities
include man-made drains and water bodies that are under the conrol of a public agency, farmer
or other identifiable entity and arc waters that may not sllPport any pennanent indigenous
aquatic life.

Option 4

Create a new Beneficial Use category for Agricultural Drainage, which includes crop
and flood drainage, and all other uses in support of farming and ranching operations.

Concern

Some AWTF members believe this category is in conflict with Federal law.

AWTF Repon Page27 October 1995



WATER QLIALITY OBJECTIVES

'Ihe statc watcr coclc stiltes that wrter quality objectives are^ "limits or levels of water

oualitv consuruenLs ,o rhito"teti.stics which ire established for thc reasonablc pr<ltcction of

tjcneficial u.ses ol'watcr or thc prevention of r
sec. 13050,.subd. (h)). In the AWTF'.s limiter
assign actual limits and levels tll'constituents
lirrc'e bclicve<l its responsihility was to provid
sciting the appropriaic limits and lcvcls for wi

designated.

The AWTF reviewed both nanative and numeric obiectives. One recommendalion and

several nonconsensus options were developed and are listed below.

Narrative Water Quality Objectives

RECOMMENDATION #1: NARRATIVE TOXICITY OBJECTIVE FOR ALL
NON.EXEMPTED INLAND SURFACE WATERS

Upon adoption of the ISWP, a narrative toxicity obj.ective should ap--ply to

uli 
"o"-"*tmpted 

inland surface waters. This narrative objective will be

considered a Permanent baseline.

be maintained free of toxic substances
rental physiological responsgs rn
(from 

-Region 
5 Basin Plan). For

il water bodies, the State Board
s likely to exist and be the most
;hould be implemented is follows:

Water Body .. 9biectiYe = ,
@iural water bodies No acute or chronic

toxicitv

Constructed agricultural water bodies No acute toxicity

Flexibility is needed for objectives that would aPPly on a seasonal basis
and dirring extremely high and low flow years.
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Reasoning

tive to reclaussifying a water buly or scgment
quality criteria. Ifseasonal uses are adopted,
flect the seasonal uses, however, such criteria
ance of a more prot€ctive use in another

The AWTF did not specifically identify reconstructcd water bodies since it could not come
ro consensus on whiih narrative toxicity obiective should apply to that category of water
body.

Narrative and Numeric Water Quality Objectives

Option I

Of the potential beneficial uses outlined in Option 3 of the Beneficial Uses section, the most
sensitive is likely to be the protection of aquatic life. Based on this approach, the following
narrative water quality objectives are recommended for adoption as a minimum for three
levels of WARM beneficial uses:

l) WARM

a. All water shall be maintained free of subsunces which prcduce acute
or chronic toxicitY.

b. All water shall be maintained free of substances which through
bioaccumulation would produce detrimental physiolo gical responses
in human, plant, animal, aquatic life, or wildlife.

c. Numeric objectives will be determined on a rcgion by region basis (as
needed) to reflect habitas unigue to various arcas in the state.

2) WARM I

a. All water shall be maintained free of substances which produce acute
or chronic toxicity.

b. All water shall be mnintained free of substances which through
bioaccumulation would produce detrimental physiological responses
in human, plant, animal, aquatic life, or wildlife.

3) WARM tr

a. All water shall be maintained free of substances which produce acute
toxiciw.

Numeric Objectives

Option I

Agricultural Dominated Nanual Water Bodies

Two years after the adoption of the Plan, numeric objectives will apply as interim
obiectives on agricultural dominated natural water bodies whose beneficial uses have not
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a priority watershed, the numeric obie'ctives
rt iigtrt years (or a time p.erigd specified by
r and imnlement a watershed management
nderies:'BMPs (or other actions such a^s
rnitoring and asscssment program; and.an -

ion of EUps as well as the determination of

the input from local stakeholders will develop
ocal stakeholders do not provide adequate
re period to justify SSOs and an extension is

not granted, the interim objectives will apply as final objectivas.

For aericultural dominated natural water bodies with formally desig_nated full aquatic or

ilffi; h"JilrGnlnri^t uses, the numeric objectives will apply as final obiectives unless a

variance is granted or site-specific objectives are adopted'

The following general rimeline is proposed for adoption of numeric objectives on
agricultural water bodies :

Within 2 vears:

Within 4 years:

Within 5 years:

End of 10 years (or time period specified by the Rggion_al Board):
Final numeric obiectives adopted.

Categorization of water bodies;

fl1tr#l'iit#Hi;ply as interim objectives on qll--ag
dominated riatural water bodies contained within a WMA.
Numeric objectives apply as final obiectives on all.ag _--_ ,
dominated iatural water bodies not contained within a WMA
or formally designated with full aquatic or human health
beneficial uses.

Assessment of water qualitY.

RWQCB prioritizes WMAs.
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Reasoning

Acricultural clomin:rtctl natural walcr bodies are unique systems which may not support full
tiihable/swimmable beneficial uses. Where full fishable/swimmable beneficial uses have
not been clesignated through a survey or assessment, the culTent.numeric objectiv-es-may
not be appropiate. (This is assuming that the curent numeric obiectivqs will be linked to
full Aqu'ahc Life and Human Health beneficial uses.)

The initial two-year lag time allows the Regional Board and local-en-tllles.to identify-ag
dominated watir bodies and WMAs and thereby determine which obiectives should apply.

rbjectives" to ag dominated natural water bodies and
ve" as a number which would be fully
progftlms yet not a final objective which
rs, the initial numeric objectives can become
:lp focus the BMPs in a WMA rather than an
al uses on a priority basis. Final numeric
nay then be developed as necessary. The
pted at installing BMPs to improve water
theriustify or revise a number.

Since this would be a new progr:rm involving L geatnuqber of agriculnral qqte!
management agencies throughbul the stat€, an extended timeline is justified. fF npqgryt
Boarrdretains the option forlengthening or shortening tlte timelines as appropriate (which
may be due to lacbof funding for the overall program).

Definitions for "interim," "recognized," "listed," and "adequale technical information" are
critical. In the process outlined above, "interim" means that the objectiv-e qay !9t be the
appropriate frnal obiective for the water body,- and is not subject t9 anlt-baglKsh$ng
rdlutddons. This recognition allows the development of apprgpr_lale. beneficial 'rses using a
limited beneficial uses assessment that provides "adequate technical information."

The minimum requirements for a limited beneficial uses assessment should be outlined so
they are consistent statewide. If necessary, numeric objectives can then be developed
which are appropriate for the water body (a cross cuning issue with the=_Site 9p"."ifif
Objectives TaskForce. The term "recognized" may be-inapppp{rate. The idea is that a
WMA and WMP must be formally "recognized" or perhaps listed or adopted and prioritized
by RWQCBs if water quality concerns are involved.

The idea of equity for those systems which already have fishabldswimmable beneficial
uses specifically designated is more difficult to address. The apprgpriateness of a beneficial
use is-evaluated through a public hearing process prior to the designation. It would be
inappropriate to remove that use without another public hearing;rhepfore, if the objectives
are-l-inked to beneficial uses, they must apply upon adoption of the Plan.

An alternative may be to include an initial five year variance upon adoption of the Plan
during which time the numeric obiectives would be used for assessment purposes only.
After five years, local stakeholders in a WMA could request a continuation of the variance
if they have aWMP under development. Another option may be to provide equity through
the implementation process (i.e. use of the NPS Management Plan 3 tiered process).
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Option 2

The State Water Board shoulcl, at a minimum' develop a separate set of numeric objectives

for coLD and wARM aquatic life beneficial use protectton.

Reasoning

Criteria developed for cold water.speciet fuy not be appropriate for warm water species'

ii 
" 

-"^il"uility of upp*piiut" oui"ttiu"r for .subcateg<iries 
-ot 

water bodies would minimize

ifr. ni"O for the deu,ifirprirent of many more site specific water quality objectives.

Option 3

Mixing zones should be used, as appropriate, to determine compliance of nonpoint source

di scharges with objectives.

Reasoning

"states may, at their discretion, include in their State standardt'poiili:t-g-"lerally-affecling
tfi,,it 

"ppfiJition 
anA impfementation, such as nTlilg:qryl low flows and variances' Such

;;li;i""';" iuu.l"rt tq Epe review and approval." (40 CDF, s' l3l'13)

Option 4

The.State Water Board should develop and adopt statewide numeric objectives for each

beneficial use and subcategory of agriculrural water as PT of the statewide plans.

iecalculated acute una in."oni. cridria could be adopted for warm waters, acute numeric for

;;;;;;A agriculnrral waters, and narrative only for constructed agricultural waters;

The Regional Board will then_list specific water bodies which shall be included in each

categor! within one year of Plan adoption.

The Regional Board may, -at any time., determine that objectives shall be reviewed and/or

.onria"i"O ..interim" if il designates the water body as Part of a watershed management
area. (After this point, Option I is incorporated')

Reasoning

This option is based on the idea that Regional Boards may notrcceive funding to develop
tn" n"fr program in Option 1. This option addresses many stakeholder concerns and
providejsorie immediate certainty foi the regulated community. This option still allows
iocal flexibility and provides incentives for watershed management.

Option 5

Same as option l, except that the time schedule is revised to have the State Board adopt
interim nu'meric objectives for all agricultural waters as part of the plans.
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IMPLEMENTATION

RECOMMENDATION #1: GOALS

The Task Force recommends that implementation follow a logical sequence
that allows for consistency while being flexible; prioritizes water quality
problems while allowing realistic timelines: and allocates appropriate
funding while avoiding duplication of effort. Implementation actions
should consider a watershed philosophy where appropriate with the
Regional Boards forming the initial watershed boundaries. The Regional
Boards should identify watershed boundaries within their regions with the
help of local stakeholders, to help prioritize areas of impairment and also
determine if the watershed approach is the most effective mechanism for
mitigating a beneficial use impairment. The steps in the implementation
process should include: designation of area boundaries; initiat assessment;
prioritization of water quality concerns; development of a management plan;
evaluation of the program; and as needed, refinement of the management
plan, assessmenUreassessment of beneficial uses and objectives, Cnd
further regulatory actions. Beneficial use impairments wilt be regulated
through provisions of the State Nonpoint Source Management Plan (the
three tiered process). ,r-

Reasoning

The effee ri v-,"Js uiaiif"t;li;y or plan for protecting inland surface waters will depend on
the implementation of that plan. Statewide co,nsistency was recognized.as an essential
component to ensuring equitable reg-ulation. However, the task forc-9.also recognizcd that
Califomia is comprised of a series of diverse ecoregion_s and that sufficien-t-flexibility must
be available to deal with specific situations. Since the State and RegionalWater Boards are

oach into the Board's programs,
mplementation program appea$ to be the
pendent on local water management.
rst warcrshed boundary recognizes the
to determine area priorities. Regional Boards
not appropriate for a particular impairment,

tewide ( e. g. elevated pesticide concentrations
during storm runoff) and may need to be addressed on a larger scale than local watersheds.

RECOMMENDATION #2: HIERARCHY FOR REGULATION

The following hierarchy should be followed when implementing the ISWP
in agricultural dominated systems.

f) Protection of downstream beneficial uses in natural
bodies.

Protection of beneficial uses to the extent to which
occur in agricultural dominated natural streams.
Protection of beneficial uses to the extent to rvhich
occur in constructed facilities.

2)

3)

water

they

they
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The State should recognize that agricultural water management rna-y provide

;;t; ; i ;gical benefit i-  rvith incidCntal beneficial uses which would not

,itt 
"rrnir""be 

available. It is a goal of this Plan to provide protec-tion of

incidental uses through reasona'ble management activities. Therefore. the

iii".ri"tt-" should be used to prioritize implementation activities,
.".rg"iiirg that not all beneficial uses and objectives will be attained in the

shor t - run .

Reason ing

California is an arid environment. As such, many narural water bodies within the state are

clependent either seasonoiir' ;;;;rtt ly on water management to provide flow and . -
;;i;;i;f;A u.n.t].ior uses. In additioir. agriculture has developed a network of artificial

rff, and deep seepage back to main river
r flood control and to enhance agricultural
ponent of irrigated agriculture in California.
irom normal stream tlow by virtue of its
the seasonal nature of the inigation, most
rw due to the intensity of inigation in the
ow also results in elevated water temperature
rw and water quality factors will be most
vever. a dampening etfect may occur as this
,nd moves downstream toward the receiving

water. In construcred tacilities and in natural stream channels which historically would

have been dry durin_e the irrigation season, flows are dependent on water management.
Beneficial ures asso6iated wi-th these f'lows should be considered incidental.

Bmed on the dependence of many beneficial uses in a,sricultural dominated channels on
water managemenr rvithin a -eiven re-9ion, the AWTF determined that a hierarchy should be
foiio*iO *fiich phases implimentation activities to tirst protect downstream beneficial uses
in natural warer'bodies. Once the downstream uses are protected, effortb will continue
upstream ro next protect agricultural dominated water bodies followed.by_constructed
fi.lliti.r. This priority syiem reco-snizes that narural water bodies will likely have the
hiehest level ofbeneficiil uses and ihat regulation of rvater quality in agricultural systems
*iriUulun.e rhe amount of available resources. the lbvel of beneficial uses. and the needs
of agricuirure.

Concerns

In some areas. rvarer *unu*.rn.nt to improve warer quality and thereby protect beneficial
uses in the majority of warEr bodies within a watershed, may result-in no change or perhaps
degradation of warer qualitf in selected water bodies f9g a Pe_nod of time. Even though the
ovErall result would bi coniidered a net environmental benet'it. there is concern that using
this hierarchy on a rvarer body bv rvater body basis may limrt the ability to improle the
overall rvateished by requiring that all downstream rr ater bodies be fullv protected befbre
moving upsrream. Llsing this hierarchy as a guideline for priontization on a watershed
basis rirhir than warer boav by water body insures that the maximum net environmental
benefit can be derived within an entire area dependent on water management.

The second concern is that the ultimate goal of improving rvater quality to the maximum
extent practicable is not overlooked. Improvement is a phased process and is not
necessirily complete atier the first level o1ns1 snvironmental benefit is achieved.
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RECOMMENDATION #3: PROCESS

The Task Force recommends that the overall implementation of the ISWP
occur in two phases. The initial phase would consist of the planning
process during which time water bodies are categorized; sub basins are
developed within Regional Board boundaries to facilitate assessment;
assessments are conducted; and areas as well as water bodies of concern
are prioritized. The second phase would consist of actions taken based on
the findings of the initial planning and assessment phase. The table below
summarizes the two-phase process.

Table l. Overall Inland Surface Water Plan Implementation in Agricultural
Dominated Water Bodies.

I. Planning
A. Categorization of water bodies
B. Development of sub basins for assessment
C. Assessment
D. Prioritization of areas and water bodies of concern

II. Response to Findings from the Planning Phase
A. Area and/or water body not impaired or threatened

l. Watershed management group formation encouraged
B. Area and/or water body prioritized

l. Activation of relevant interagency agreements
2. Where action by Regional Board and State Board necessary

a. Actions as defined through the NPSMP
b. Actions as defined through a watershed management

program

RECOMMENDATION #4: GUIDANCE ON A DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN

The SWRCB should consider using the draft Implementation Plan found in
Appendix D for guidance as it develops the ISWP. All the reasoning
supporting the draft Implementation Plan is included in the appendii.
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0THER POLICY ISSUES

The AWTF discussed a number of issues that did not tit rtcatlv into rhe scctions of this
report but were consiclered too important to simply drop. While some of th-ese issues are
being more fully addressed by other task forces, these points are mcant to focus the
agricultural waters perspective on those issues.

RECOMMENDATTON #I: INCORPORATION OF BASIN PLA-i l IS'
EXISTING SITE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
INTO THE ISWP

Site specific objectives currently adopteg--into Basjn Plans should be
incorporated inio the ISWP as site specific objectives for those water
b o d i e s .

Reasonins

ln many areas of California, time and resources have already-been investe_d in djveloping _
upptopiiute site specifirc objective.s and regulatory programs for water bodies of concern. [t
siri,uld not be the intent of ihe ISWp to supersede these efforts with a blanket adoption of
statewide water qualiry objectives. A more apprgpn4e approach would be to list
previously adoptid sitb specific objectives in an IS.WP_lppendix and recognize that the
iisred sitaspecific objectives supersede the general ISWP objectives. The appendix can be
updated following Basin Plan triennial reviervs.

The State Water Board needs to identify if and how water conservation will
be achieved in areas where water conseryation measures result in decreased
water quality, reduced groundwater recharge, .and potential loss of wildlife
habitat.

Option

Some members of the Task Force recommend a "water conservation clause" to help water
agencies in anaining a water conservation goal without.risk.of violating water qualiW
standards and criteria. since there are areas of the state in rvhich water conservation can
cause degraded rvater quality, reduced groundwater recharge. and potential loss of wildlife
habitat.

Reasonins

Water conservarion is a policy issue that is beyond the scope of resolution of this Task
Force. The ramifications of such a policy, however. rvould have an effect on the guidelines
currently being prepared by all the task tbrces.

In arei:s dependent on water management for stream flow. water conservation efforts have
a direct effect on the local water quality. In agricultural areas. conservation generally occurs
tbr high quality suppiy rvater and includes a reductton and/or recirculation of relativelv high

RECONIMENDATION #2: WATER CONSERVATION CLAUSE
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quality tail water. This reduction may result in decrcased dilution and increa.sed constituent
concentrations in drainage. Therefbre. the relationship of water quality with water
conservation needs to be addressed,

In addition, California is dependent upon its supply of fresh water to satisfy the ever
increasing urban demand, to maintain this nation's largest agricultural industry, and to
provide habitat for fish and wildlife. Cunently the State promotes through legislative policy
the use of water marketing and water transfers between agricultural and urban
municipalities to satisfy a portion of the state's water shortfalls.

RECOMMENDATION #3: CLARIFICATION OF TERM ',EXISTING"

The Task Force recommends the State Water Board moye to clearlv define
the term "existing" as it is used in the conJext of both aquatic life ind
beneficial uses.

Concerns

ln discussions regarding the protection of "existing" aquatic life and other wildlife, it is not
clear whether it is intended to mean only indigenous species, all species that exist in a water
body as of a certain date, or species including introduced and exotic species.

A concern exprcssed was that "existing" beneficial uses should include those found
appropriate for the water body by the Califomia Department of Fish and Game, the trustee
agency of fish and wildlife in the state.

Another colge-ln expressed rvas that "existing" should be defined as those uses occurring
on or after 28 November 1975: however, further clarification is needed.

RECOMMENDATION #4: NET ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT

"Net Environmental Benefit" is a concept that deserves additional
consideration and should be reviewed and defined by the State Water Board
in terms of meeting water quality objectives.

Reasonine

In the watershed applgach to solving lvater quality problems the concept of "net
environmental benefit" has been briefly discussed. The concept centers on the overali
health of a watershed as compared to a segment by segmenr analysis of the waters within
that watershed. More discussion needs to be held on this issue, as the concept may have
porential for use in establishing appropriate objectives for warersheds.

RECOMMENDATION #5: FURTHER INVESTIGATION oF pRorocol-s
FOR TOXICITY MONITORING

Methodologies and-_species used for_determining acute and chronic toxicity
must be scientifically d-efensible and approvable by the regulatory agenciis.
Further investigation of protocols may be warranted for agiicultuial 

-water

sys tems .
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0otion

consideration should be given to selection tor testing of those indigenous species which

would be appropnott in,ti.",ors of the health of the plrticular types of aquatic organisms

prl".r.J;i G beneficial use clesignations which apply in a given situation'

Reason ins

Most stakeholders paHicipating in the Toxicity Task Force agreed that the swRCB should

"lf.* 
t", the developmeni of aiditional test piotocols that meet.acceptable cnteria fbr

ioxicirv monitoring, *O ttt. AWTF generaliy concurred with that thinking. New protocols

;ild.;;-ri;;;.ijL*ittr. fotlowin[ factors': arid conditions; appropriate species for the

*ut"i Uoay underevaluation; cost-et-fectiveness; availability of test organisms; test

relroAu.i6ility; and relative sensitivity of tests and test organisms'

RECOMMENDATION #6: ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

ored into the develoPment of the
lne Water QuatitY Control Act. The
iar guidelines for how economics will
'he guidelines should be designed to
.nd federal laws.

Reasoning

Due to time constraints. the T3-sk Force did not discuss in length the issue of economic

considerarions in esriulishing objectives and implementation strategies. but recognized they

h;;;;;Aial to ciuse the gieatest inlp*F upon the re,S3la19d gommunity. The Plan's

.iondmic impacts must be Eonsidered in the FunctionafEquivalent Document in order to

comply with ihe Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act'

Concern

A concern expressed in discussions about economic considerations wal that growers of

aericultural ciops cannot pass incurred operational expenses onto their buyers, as is.tvpical

;ilil; i"duitr'irr. This single point shoutd be remembered in the.process of establishing

;il;;ii"; *easures or comfliaice criteria that may be economically burdensome'
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. . \PPENDIX B
lnitial List of lssues to be Addressed
by the Agric,ultural Waters Task Forc-

I. l-ecal Constraints- 
Porter Cologne vs' Clean Water Act
Exemptions for constructed agricultural drains
US EPA requirements/constraints
Other Iaw intertaces

Proo 65
Endangered SPecies Act
CZARA

What has US EPA done to implement 1987 amendments in adjacent states'?

II. Other Water Policies
Reclaimed wi$tewater
Water conservation strategies
Sources of Drinking Water
Anti-deeradation
Non Poi-nt Source Management Plan

Itr. Definition of Agricultural Waters
Navigable wa{ers
Baselines
Waters of the State
Waters of the U.S.
iVlirages
Types of rvater bodies
Ancillarv strucrures
Confined basins
Use desi-enations sPelled out

IV, Beneticial UsesiBiological
Competin g uses/different uses/seasonality
Beneficial uses and users
HierarchY of beneficial uses
Ultimate goal: Prioritization
Protection oi Public health

(fishing f'rom ag drains)
Fish&ESA&wi ld l i fe
Created ecosystems
Net environmental benet'it
Bioaccumulation of toxicitY

(surtace lvater, sediment. narural metals)
Evaluating eco'life in drains: biota
Bio-criteria
Responses to toxicitY monitoring

V. Obiective and Criteria- 
New objectives for Ag Drains
Exposure times
Ivlass emissions vs. concentration
Drought vs. wet Years
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. \ppendix

VI.

B cont inued:

Objecti ve-setting process
WQO's and Mixturcs
Numerical standards fbr drinking water
Bacterial standards tbr Ag waters
Applicabiliry of toxicity tests to Ag runofT
narrative vs. numerical objectives
Flexi ble standards--evolving science & technology/evergreen

Implementation

A. Allocation of Responsibility
Implementation - responsibility
Who will pay to implement plan
Available resources

B. Application of Standards
Point of application
Mixing zones
Three-tiered process (Nonpoint Source Management Plan)
Compliance monitoring

nonpoint vs.. point sources
surrogate parameters monitoring
cumulative effects monitoring

Variances and exception (e.9. vector control)

C. Watershed Management
Drainage district organization

(including all contributors)
Pollutant trading; TMDLs; intake credits
BMPs
IncentiveVvoluntary approach

D. Enforcement

E. Implementation Scheduling

VII. Economics
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APPF]NDIX  C .
EXISTIN(;  AND POTENTIAL I IENETICIAL USES

Thc beneficial uses and abbreviations listecl below are standard designations as-listed in'flrc Wuter

r)iti,i C,:,nti,t ptau'iiiil,i Cuttli*,iu Regional.Wutcr Qwlitt;Control Bourd C'entral Vullel*

ftiiiirir,tthi*I Editi.it t994, The Sucrameinto Rit,er Basin und the Sut Jouquin River Basin.

Agricultural Supply (AGR) -. L]1es of warer for farming, hort iculture. or ranching including.

but not l imitecl to. irr igai ion ( inclucl ing leaching of salrs), stock watering, or support ot ' \ 'ecetation

lor range grazlng.

Aquaculture (AeUA) - Utgl of warer for aquaculrure or mariculture operations including. but

noi limited to, propuguiion. cultivation. maintenance, or harvesting of aquatic plants and animals

tor human consumption or bait purposes.

preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance (BIOL) - Uses of water

;il;;pp"" designated ui."r o. habitats. such as established refuge:, P.otkl' sanctuanes.

.cotogii*t .es*ruEs, or Areas of special Biological Significance (ASBS), rvhere the preservation or

enhaniement of natural resources requires special protection.

cold Freshwater Habitat (coLD) - uses of water that support cold water ecosystems.

*.i"ai"_n, u"t not limited to. preservarion or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation. fish, or

wildlife. including invertebrates.

Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM) - Uses of water tbr commercial or recreational

Jlecrion of fish. strittrisn. or othlr organisms including, but not limited to. uses involving

organisms intended for human consumption or balt purposes'

Estuarine Habitat (EST) - Uses of warer that support estuarine ecosystems ing[Olng' bu!.qg!

iim,rect to. preser\ration or enhancement of estuarin-e-habitats, r'egetation, fish. shellfish. or wildlife
(e.g.. estuarine mammals. rvaterfowl. shorebirds)'

Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH) - Uses of warer for natural or artificial maintenance of

surtace water quantity or quality.

Ground Water Recharge (GWR) - Uses of water tor natural or artificial recharge of ground

warer tbr purposes of futu-re extraction. maintenance of water quality, or halting of saltrvater
intrusion into tieshwater aquifers.

Industrial Service Supply (IND) - Uses of water tor industrial activities that-do not depend
orimarilv on warer qualitv including. but not limited to. mining, cooling water supply. hydraulic
lonr,.y"n.., gravel washing. fire protection, or oil rvell repressurization.

Nligration of Aquatic Organisms (IVIIGR) - Uses of water that.support.habitats necessarv
tor"migration or oiher remporary activities by aquatic organisms. such as anadromous fish.

l,Iunicipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) - Ulgt of water for community. military, or
individual water supply systemi iniluding, but not limited to, drinking water supply.

Navigation (NAV) - Uses of water tbr shipping. travel, or other transportation bv private.
rnilitary, or commercial vessels.

Hydropower Generation (POW) - Uses of rrater tbr hvdropower generation.
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Industrial Process Supply (PRO) - Uses of water for industrial activities that depend
primarily on water quality.

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE ) - Uses of water that support aquatic
habitats necessary, at least in part, for the survival and successful maintenance of plant or animal
species established under state or federal law as rare, thrcatened or endangered.

Water Contact Recreation (REC-I) - Uses of water for recreational activities involving body
contact with water. where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are
not limited to, swimming, rvading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, white water
activities, fishing, or use of natural hot sPrings.

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2) - Uses of water for recreational activities involving
proximity to water, but wheie there is generally no body contact with water, nor any likelihood of
ingestion of water. These uses include, but are not limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking,
beach combing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine life srudy, hunting, sighseeing, or
aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities.

ShellFrsh Harvesting (SI{ELL) - Uses of water that support habitats suitable for the collection
of filter-feeding shellfish (e.g., clams, oysters, and mussels) for human consumption, commercial,
or sPorts purPoses.

Spawning, Reproduction, and/or EaFly Development (SPWN) - Uses of water that
support high quality aquatic habitats suitable for reproduction and early development of fish.

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) - Uses of water that support warm water ecosystems
including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish. or
wi ldlife, including invertebrates.

Wildlife Habitat (WILD) - Uses of water that support terrestrial or wetland ecosystems
including, but not limited to. preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats or wetlands,
vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water
and food sources.
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APPENDIX D
Draft ImPlementation Plan

It is anticipated that the overall implementation of the lnland Surface Waters Plan will occur

;;'i;;;H;;. i[; lnitiar pnase.*.oull consist of.the planningprocess during which time,

water bodiern,-..o,.!oriiJo; *uu basins are developed w.ithin Regional Board boundaries

to tacilitate assessment: &ssessments are conductedi dischargers identified: and areas as

well as water bodie, of .on..rn are prioritized. The second phase would consist of the

actions based on the findings of the planning and assessment phase' If an area or water

UoOu'r beneficial ur", up n"ot impaiied or threatened and it is not apriorilV 9f the Regional

["X0, i;;;ld of waterstred management groups are encouraged tohelp focus future

.ff""r onJ muintaln water quality. O-nce an area or water body's beneficial uses are

i;t;itrd ;.threatened and it becbmes a priority,o,f ,ht ̂ +:-g^t-ol{Po-o' 
any relevant

ogi.",.,.,"n6 between cooperarlng agencles wouid be activated. If further a9.rio1 is required

bi rh. ilgional Board, tiuo uppioihes would be available: l) direct application of the

siate nonp"oint source pollution management plan (NPSMP)-o1Z) .Ae5lqpment of a

watersheb **ug.*.i1t plan which iicorporates the NPSMP (Table D- I )'

Table D-1. Inland Surface Waters Plan Implementation in
Agricultural Dominated Water Bodies'

I.  Planning
A. Catesorization of water bodies
B. Deve-lopment of sub basins for assessment
C. Assessment
D. Prioritization of areas and water bodies of concern

II. Response to Findings from the Planning Phlqe .
A. Area and/or water body not impaired or threatened

l. Local stakeholder watershed management group formation
encouraged

B. Area and/or water body prioritized
l. Activation of relevant interagency agreements
2. Where acdon by Regional Board and State B-o3rd necessary

a. Actions as defined through the NPSMP
b. Actions as defined through a watershed management

program

..Actions" would include: development of a management plan; evaluation of the program;
onA, at n""aed. refinement of the'management plan. assessment/reassessment of beneficial
uses and objectives. and funher regulatory actions.

Details of the planning phase and a potential watershed approach are outlined in the
tollowing secdons.
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Phase l :  Planning

c.

Ciltegorization of water bodies
--Agricultural water management agencies will identify and determine categories

of water bodies within their boundaries and submit the list to the Regional
Board for adoption.

--If a water body is not submitted for listing, it will be assumed to be a natural
water body rather than constructed or ag dominated.

--Using the agency lists, the Regional Boards will adopt a list of categorized
water bodies through a public hearing process.

Development of sub basins for assessment
--With the assistance of agriculrural water management agencies and other

interested parties, the Regional Boards will designate sub watershed basins as
appropriate within their boundaries.

-During this process, individual water management agencies are encouraged to
consolidate into watershed management areas.

--Sub basins will be adopted by the Regional Board through a public hearing
process.

Assessment
-The initial assessment will include a review of historical data and focus any

additional monitoring on seasonal acute and chronic toxiciry to determine the
overall health of the system.

-tnitial monitoring will include discharge from the sub basin and may include
selected upstream sites.

--Water management agencies may combine within Regional Board approved
watershed management area boundaries to assess the cumulative impacts of
their discharges on downstream beneficial uses.

Option L Water agencies and other dischargers conduct initial
assessment.

Option 2. Regional Boards conduct initial assessment.
Option 3. Assessment conducted jointly.

--If the assessment is not conducted bv the water asencies:
Option l. The area or wat-er body undei concern becomes a

Regional Board priority.
Option 2. Assume no impact so designate beneficial uses and

associated objectives in all non exempt upstrqlm water
bodies based on the first downstream water bodv with
beneficial uses listed in the Basin Plan.

Option 3. Areas without assessment information would not be
eligible for 3l9(h) grant funding.

Option :1. If regulatory actions result in issuance of Waste
Discharge Requirements (Tier III under the NPSMP),
any assessment costs incuned by the Regional Board will
be recaptured through fees.

--If the assessment is not conducted by the Regional Boards:
Option l. No penalties will be incurred by water management

agencres.

A .

B.
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D. Prioritization of arca^s and watcr bodies o[ concern
--LIsing the as.sessment information and other available data. the Regional

Boards *ill 'p;;;iri;q ur.ir and indivi<iual water bodies ol'concern and begin

response actlvltles.
- .Pr iont izat ionwi l I fo| |owthehierarchyout l inedear| ier.
--After,n" iniiiut otsessment, the moniloring program may be reduced or

eliminated based on results'

Anticipatecl Timeline tbr Planning Phase:

Timeline
Adoption of Plan
Within I year

Within 1.5 years

Within 2 years

Within 4 years
Within 5 years

Every 5 years

Action
Ground Zero.
Hydrologic boundaries identified by Regional
Boards.
List of water bodies and categories submitted by
water agencies to the Regional Boards.
Boundahes and water body listings adopted by
Regional Boards.
lniiial water quality assessment complete.
Sub watershebs and selected water bodies
prioritized.
bub watersheds-and water bodies reevaluated for
priority status.

(Timeline will depend on statT and resources allocated to the Regional Boards)

Reasoning

ly on input from local water management
ryater bodies within their boundaries are

I impacts to beneficial uses.

In order to effectively evaluate threatened beneficiq! use impairment within the diverse

ecosvstems .n.orp*i.O Uy eacfr Re-eional Board boundar-v, the regions need to be divided

i;r" iltb;ins. Ttie initial'division will be developed jointly.between agncultural water
, oo"r,"i". lnd the Resional Board. Tlie b6undaries for the sub basins will then

;h adoption by the RegionalBoard. During
al water management agencies are encouraged
nent area (WMAs) to reduce the total number
rg during assessment.

in order to allow the Regional Boards to
The tirst phase of the assessment would
itional woik would focus on the overall health
city objectives rather than numeric objectives
th numeric objectives could be prohibitive
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(over $5,000 per sample). Even if specific constituents are not analyzed, the cost of a
statewide program could be substantial. Whether the total cost is bome by the water
asencies or Resional Boards or somehow shared between the two is under debate. A
pieferred optioi is for both groups to be responsible: the agricultural community
monitoring selected discharges within the WMA and the Regional Board monitoring the
main river systems downstream. Overall monitoring costs within a WMA may be mitigated
if individual water agencies combine into a watershed group and if NPDES dischargers are
involved in the overall program.

Since the initial assessment will result in the prioritization of areas and water bodies of
concern, a default is needed which would encourage the completion of the program. Many
options are presented since time was too limited to attempt to develop consensus. The main
concern with the options is that they may result in undue hardship at a time when resources
are severely limited.

The prioritization of WMAs will govern future allocation of resources; therefore, the
process must be public to include input from various agencies such as the Departnrent of
Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as well as other interest groups. To
insure a public process, the listing of priority WMAs may requirc inclusion in Basin Plans.

Concern

Concern has been expressed that depending only on local water management agencies for
the initial evaluation of water body categories would preclude some stakeholders,
particularly POTWs (Publicly Owned Trcatrnent Works) and other NPDES (National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) dischargers, from sharing valuable informuion
during this critical stage.

Point source dischargers are subject to regulation under the NPDES progr:rm, which, in
addition to mandating compliance with water quality standards in treated effluent, also
holds them directly responsible for impact on receiving water quality. Throughout
California agricultural waters share drainage courses with NPDES discharges. Wherever
such a situation exists, water body characterization (and cons€quent Benef,rcial Use
classifications) would be crucial in determining level of trcatrnent requirements. These
types of determinations would, of necessity, have the potential for major ramifications in
the areas of resource requirements and compliance implications for NPOES dischargers.

The NPDES program now requires completior
Studies" by "Major Dischargers" (those facilit
In many cases, these studies are underway an(
include characterizing water quality and docur
To complete these snudies it is essential to cata
on the receiving waters-. In this process, information as to water body types and other
contributors is gathered. Such a data base would clearly be helpful in rlid wa@r body
characterization process. Thus, coordination with NPDES dischargers earlv in the 

-

characterization phase should be considered as an option.

Phase II: Response to Findings from the Planning Phase

lfter the planning. phase, an area and./or waterbody will either be prioritized or not by the
Regional B9ard, (Prioritization would occur if the area and/or wat-er body is determined to
be impaired or threatened through either the assessment process or historical information.)
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lf an area ancvor water body is not prioritized, local stakeholders are encouraged to be

;r;;.;;;;d form-watershed management grouql to assess and plan future activities

within rheir areas tt GV io O.r*. if * oiJi *d/ot water body is prioritizedt q_" fJI* tttp

;;;;;i;iaany relevant interagency agreements srnce many such agreements already e.xist

;fi;-;;iAifuiAance for resionsi tdwater q.utty concehs' The next step is taken if

funf.t"r'o.tion iirequiriO Uy tndnegional-Board. Fdrther action can follow two paths: l)

acrions defined tnroutfr tfitJ f.ipSMF and 2) actions defined throueh a watershed

management program which incorporates tit" 
"on..pt 9f n9! envirinmental benefit and

ili#;i'f;NFSfftp. At a minimum, these "actions" should include:

-Development of a managem€nt PIan;
-Evaluation of the Program;

And' as n""otol-*"finement 
of the management plan;

--Assessment/reassessment of beneficial uses and objectives;
-Further regulatory actions.

The management plan would.incorporate the hierarchy for regulation outlined in the

Implemeniation section of this document..

- Althoush traditional regulation of agricultural discharget Ftoug! tfrq.NPSUP haslccurred

iinir i9gg, regulation ihrough watershed managem€nt is in its fledgling^sragel--t-P"

ffirt 
"ilr 

linited tne amou-nt of time that the usk force could spend gn +e watershed

;;;;;i; however, ii was determined that a watershed approach may be.the. most logical

il;ffi'ry';;.n*ir* to prwide net environmental ben-efit with increasingly shrinking

resourcei in priority areas of concern-

Watershed APProach

The following guideline presents a logical s€quence of events if regulationof agricultural

Jo*inat"A witEr bodies in priority sub basins is approached through a watershed process-

WATERSHED REGULATORY PROGRAM FOR AGRICULTURAL WATER

I. Formation of Responsible Watershed Entities
II. Development of Watershed Management Plans (WMPs)

A. 
'Transminal 

of RB/SB guidance on WMPs to prioriry watershed entities
B. Development of WMPs bY entities
C. Public notice and comment on WMPs
D. Approvalof WMPs bY RBs
E. Peri'odic update of WMPs by entities with RB approval

Itr. Implementation of WMPs-A. 
Begin detailed monitoring Program

B. BeJt Management PractiCes (BMP) development and testing
C. Implementation of BMPs
D. Assessment of water quality and time schedule compliance
E. Public outreach and technology transfer

IV. Enforcement of noncompliance (by RBs)
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Note that watershed management programs should not rcquire the development of statistics
identifying total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and resultant waste load allocations
(WLAs). Current brckground information is insufficient to accurately establish
implementable TMDLs or WLAs or to insure equity and capability in the assignment of
responsibilities. Instead, TMDLs should be viewed as apotential tool to mitigate water
quality impacts in cases where other tools have been ineffective.

Due to time constraints, agreement could not be met on the specific tasks which should be
performed within each of the three main components of the watershed rcgulatory program
butlined above. Various options are listed below.

Option I

Each Regional Board will develop its own agricultural waiershed management program
based on the above outline.

Option 2

I. Formation of responsible watershed management entities.

tr. Development of Watershed Management Plans (WMPs):

A. Transmittal of RB/SB guidance on WMPs to priority wafiershed entities
.At a minimum, the WMP must contain the following components:

--identification of funding sourccs, stakeholders and discharges;
--a program of pollution prevention and control using Best

Management hactices (BMPs);
-the benefits of control measures that are being used and the steps

that will be taken to protect, to the extent practicable, aquatic life
throughout the watershed based on the regulatory hierarchy
outlined previously;

-a monitoring and compliance progrtrm which would document the
success of the program and verify that receiving water is not
impacted:

--a time schedule for meeting applicable water quality objectives.
.The WMP should also include a timetable for the designation/redesignation
of benehcial uses and appropriate objectives, if needed.

.The WMP must be consistent with the state's NPSMP.

.Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) as defined by the State Board may
be a tool used through a WMP to improve water quality and beneficial
uses.

Development of WMPs by entities
.Once a watershed has been prioritized as a high priority WMA,local
stakeholders will have one year (or a time period specified by the Regional
Board) to develop a WMP.

Public notice and comment on WMPs

Approval of WMPs by RBs

Periodic updates of WMPs by entities with RB approval
.WMPs will be reviewed every five vears.

B .

C.

D.

E.
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III. Implementltion of Watershecl Marragement Plans:

.[6plementation will occur ils a pha^sed and priority bt:9^t:::tss utilizing the

i;ii;;i;t schedule once the area has been listed as a pnonty:

Timeline
w/in I year
w/in 4 years

Implement BMPs.
ffi;;;;ter quality and time schedule compliance'
prirtt;" outreach and technology transfer.Public outreach logy transfer.

Every 5 years (or time period ttriifttlJ,:}t 
l:tt*"lBoard)

Endof l0years ior t imeper iod.speci f iedbvtheReeionalBoard)
A nnronnate'beneficill uses desi gnAppropnate uses designated and numenc
odilctives reviewed.
Plin revised or further regulatory action as
appropriate.
*MRs reevaluated for priority sarus'

Action
WMP ptoPosed and finalized'
Begin detailed monitoring program'
D;"";i"p and test best management practices (BMPs)

Every 5 years

(The time period will depend on staff and resources allocated to the Regional Boards')

IV. Enforcement of NoncomPliance:

.Enforcement activities will focus on priority watersheds and specific rvater bodies

identified bv the Regional Boards'
.Benericial 

"Jrilp;-;r;;i; 
*itt u" regulated throueh RroT^s:o.,ns of the state

N;;;;i;i sout d lt unuseme nt PI an (the rh-re: ji:lt-d-tj:::*
.il;[ffi;i;,i"^;iBMFi.in'..o'oT:'*i!!,111ry:?:.'^dgifi:d-.nT1gement

;iffiil;'iii" l;. ;;; t,i r"i. r i ""1n. ^t_',.19e w ith ttie S tate N PS M P and w i th
i.[uii.*.n s to achieve rvater qua!v-Yl9---9i:

.d;#;;;;i;l;;;;i;i'aiershedmanage'entPl?l-11'i?lilpl'^T.'1t:^d"::
;#fi i..'R.!itr rf e"^rds may revert to traditional enforcement mechanisms'

Reasoning

the authonty to require that local stake
must be provided to encoura-ee the formation
rclude limiting the amount ot monltonng
r district at a minimum monitonng its orvn
' suffice fbr the entire rvatershed. Regulatory
apply any interim objective.s as interim and'/or
aarieO rvithin a approved WillA. An
that if a group submits a WMP and it is
is considEred'in compliance with the ISWP as
ved.

The minimum requlrements of the wlvlP are to insure that the goals of the Plan are clearly

defined.rhe steps b.i;;;;i;;'"i. ,.^onoble and logical, there is some measurement tbr the
t
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success of the program, and that an endpoint is determined. Any plan fbr controlling ag
discharges must be consistent with the nonpoint source implementation strategy outlined in
the NPSMP.

Watershed management programs should not rcquire the development of statistics
identifying total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and resultant waste load allocations
(WLAs). Current background information is insufficient to accurately establish
implementable TMDLs or WLAs or to insure equity and capability in the assignment of
responsibilities. Instead, TMDLs should be viewed as a potential tool to mitigate water
quality impacts in cases where other tools have been ineffective. The definition of a TMDL
or phased TMDL as a "quantifiable target" should be used as is consistent with the State
Board's CWA 303(d) process (dated July 1992). The quantifiable target can be mass
loading, water concentration, percent reduction or improvement (e.9., 807o of
implementation of management practices), or any other target that can be measured.

It would be preferrcd to schedule goals for completion of activities; however, any actions
conducted are limited by consistent and adequate funding. Therefore, the anticipated
timeline may vary depending on adequate resources.

In general, regulatory action will be triggered when a beneficial use is threatened or
impaired and the area and/or water body is prioritized by the Regional Board. During the
initial assessment, this trigger would be either acute or chronic toxicity, depending on the
category of water body assessed in addition to historical information.

In order to best utilize limited resources, regulatory activities will focus on prioriry WMAS
although selected individual water bodies of high priority (e.g., the Delta Mendota Canal
and Califomia Aqueduct or water bodies listed with endangered species) will not be
excluded. This redirection of resources highlights the critical naturc of the initial
assessment and the prioritization of WMAs.
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